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81-10-1 


81-10-2 


81-10-3 


Adams; Prof. S. McEvenue; Dean S. French 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 
Dr. Breen advised that he would be chairing the meeting until such time as 
Dr. O'Brien, who was attending the "ateliers de travail" sponsored by the 
Minister of Education, arrived. 
Dr. Breen also advised that the Report from the Senate Appeals Committee 
was not yet available and therefore Agenda item II would be put over to a 


subsequent meeting of Senate. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1981, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the allocation of Library funds to the 
various academic departments, Dr. Filion stated that he did not have details 
available on specific departments but he advised that there have been no 
changes in the formula with respect to departmental budget allocations, apart 
from minor adjustments which are made each year to improve the system. 
He suggested that specific questions relating to the allocation of Library 
funds to departments, should be submitted in writing to the Senate Library 
Committee. 


81-10-4 


81-10-5 


81-10-6 


81-10-7 


81-10-8 


In response to a question concerning a possible increase in tuition fees, Dr. 
Breen advised that there has been no official word from Quebec vis-a-vis 
tuition fees for next year. He further advised that this matter would be a 
subject for discussion at the fourth "atelier de travail" which would be held 
on December 10, 1981. 


It was agreed that other questions concerning the University's position with 
respect to possible enrolment and faculty cutbacks resulting from decreased 
funding, the establishment of a priority check list, etc., should be addressed 
to Dr. O'Brien when he arrived at the meeting. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was announced that the Government has approved Concordia's proposed 
Ph.D. in Educational Technology and has provided funding for that 
programme. 


Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY MR. SCHIFF, 
THAT THE STUDENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE CURRICULUM 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-81-10-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduation Ceremonies Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TLADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT THE NOMINATIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE TO THE GRADUATION CEREMONIES COMMITTEE OF 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, (DOCUMENT US-81-10-D2), .BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Competence in Written Expression 


Dr. Breen reminded Senators of the lengthy discussion on competence in 
written expression that occurred at the Senate meeting of September 25, 
1981. During that discussion, a motion was suggested to the effect that 
Senate endorse the minimum or least costly of the programmes outlined in 
the Report on Competence in Written Expression, (Section E.1., item 2, 
page 8, document US-81-7-D8). The Senate discussion and the suggested 
motion were contained in the Minutes of the meeting of September 25, 
1981, which have been distributed to all Senators. The item was included 
on the Agenda of the Senate meeting of October 30, 1981, but was tabled in 
order to provide time for the CUSA Departmental Council Committee on 
Competence in Written Expression to develop a policy response to the 


question. Dr. Breen further advised that a three page document containing 
resolutions from CUSA, C(document US-81-10-D3). has been circulated at 
this meeting, and he suggested that Senators spend the next few minutes 
reading that document. Senate would then have to decide on a course of 
action vis-a-vis the two resolutions which have been presented, i.e., the 
motion suggested by Prof. Adams and the CUSA resolution. 


The feeling was expressed that of the two resolutions, the first, i.e., the 
motion suggested by Prof. Adams, was mote simple and straightforward 
and therefore the better of the two and it would allow Senate to first 
establish the principle of its intentions. Consequently, one would be much 
more sympathetic to the first rather than to the second resolution. 


It was pointed out that Senate had previously adopted a motion of principle 
that there would be a compulsory passing of a literacy examination as a 
graduation requirement and it was wondered whether the resolution 
suggested by Prof. Adams was a replacement for or an addition to that 
motion of principle. It was stated that if it was an addition to that motion of 
principle, then there was not much difference between the combination of 
the motion of principle and Prof. Adams' suggested resolution and the 
resolutions presented by CUSA, (document US-81-10-D3),. On the other 
hand, if Dr. Adams' resolution was supposed to replace the motion of 
principle, then there was a considerable gulf between the two propositions. 
One would like to have some clarification before deciding which of the two 
resolutions should be supported. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ARNKVARN, SECONDED BY MR. 
MURRAY, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM CUSA CONCERNING 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-10-D3), BE ADOPTED. 


Background information and the rationale for the CUSA proposal 
(document US-81-10-D3), was presented. It was stated that the feeling of 
the student Senators was that the resolution suggested by Prof. Adams was 
very vague and did not ask for the implementation of a specific programme. 
Also, the Senate debate up to this point has been more preoccupied with 
cost aspects rather than with quality aspects of the question. The thrust of 
the CUSA proposal, (document US-81-10-D3), was to protect the quality 
of Concordia degrees and student teaching assistantships in the English 
Department, and to maintain flexibility in the system by allowing students to 
do remedial work on their own, as opposed to taking a remedial English 
course. 


Concern was voiced over the fact that what was proposed in document 
US-81-10-D3 would apply to graduating anglophone students but not to 
francophone students and it was argued that if we were going to talk about 
literacy in the University, we would have to talk about it for all students. 


In response to the above, it was stated that in no way did CUSA wish to 
give the impression that it does not feel that the question of literacy insofar 
as francophone students were concerned, was not important. Both were 


very difficult and complex issues and it was the intention of CUSA to 
pursue the question and propose an appropriate system for francophone 
students. Moreover, it would have been a different matter if Senate had 
decided to deal with the question from the point of view-of a literacy test 
that would apply to all students, but the students' understanding from 
previous discussions, was that Senate wished to deal with the question of 
literacy of anglophone and francophone students as separate issues. Also, 
since the anglophone student population at Concordia was by far the larger 
of the two, it was felt that that issue should be addressed first. 


It was explained that it was the intention of U.C.C.C., when it submitted its 
original suggestions, that parallel testing. clinics and improvement 
procedures for anglophone and francophone students be set up. However, it 
was felt at that time that we were further advanced in our background as to 
what could be done in terms of this kind of programme for anglophones and 
it was suggested that the priority, for the time being, be given to the 
development of tests and procedures for anglophone students. Once that 
was completed, or even while it was being developed, we would move 
towards a parallel set of activities for francophone students. 


During the lengthy general discussion which ensued, the following issues, 
concerns, comments, arguments, etc., were raised; that the specifics of the 
resolutions contained in document US-81-10-D3, as written, would cause 
real difficulties insofar as implementation was concerned and it would be 
preferable for Senate to enunciate the principles behind those resolutions 
before working out the details; that the mover and seconder were prepared 
to amend the resolution (document US-81-10-D3), to make it applicable to 
both anglophone and francophone students; that past experience has shown 
that when Senate adopts principles only, those principles have remained as 
such for a very long time before actual specifics are worked out; that the 
reason for the specifics of the resolution was to explain the intention behind 
it; that the main difficulty that Senate was encountering in the discussion on 
competence in written expression was the traditional Canadian difficulty of 
trying to define linguistic groups and a suggested possible solution was to 
simply make available literacy tests in English and French and students 
would be required to pass, one of those tests, or both if they so wished, 
before graduating; that no details on the cost of implementation of the 
resolution were provided; that admittedly the cost of implementation would 
be considerable but Senate should be more concerned with the question of 
the quality of education as opposed to the question of cost; that it was the 
responsibility of the administration to handle the problem of financing, to 
produce university graduates with quality degrees and to operate an 
institution that enables students to obtain quality degrees; that it was unfair 
to reduce the issue to a question of cost versus quality education and one 
could not accept the fact that anyone could honestly believe chat a one 
semester course taught by an expert professor or expert student, regardless 
of the cost, was going to significantly change the quality of education; and 
finally, that the mover and seconder would be willing to change the word 
"anglophone" in the first line of resolution b), document US-81-10-D3, to 
"all students" and to add a sentence to the effect that the literacy test would 


be offered in both English and French and students would choose in which 
of the languages they wished to take the test. 


Following the general discussion it was agreed to consider document 
US-81-10-D3 item by item. 


Concern was voiced over the general statements contained in the "Whereas" 
clauses in the preamble to the resolution and it was suggested that it would 
be better to simply affirm our concern that our students have written 
competency in one of the two official languages of the country. That is, the 
principle should be reformulated to the effect that we as a university affirm 
our intention to ensure that our graduates are functionally literate in either 
English or French. 


The feeling was also expressed that the statements contained in the preamble 
might very well seriously endanger the goodwill that many departments 
have been trying to promote with the CEGEPs for recruitment purposes, in 
order to attract good students to Concordia. In addition, one could very 
easily envision a negative image of Concordia spreading because of what 
the CEGEPs would consider to be gratuitous, petulant and unfounded 
assertions. 


Senate was advised that the CEGEPs were, in fact, attempting to do 
something with respect to literacy, and in particular, with respect to 
placement tests which have to be given to the students because of the 
required English courses in the CEGEP programme. That is, over the past 
few years, the CEGEP's have been making an effort to improve the 
standard of literacy and have also been trying to put some pressure on the 
high schools to do something similar. 


It was stated that the general consensus of the students who worked on the 
document and who have gone through the CEGEP system, was that little 
has been done in this area and that what has been done was ineffective. It 
was explained that the students were looking for action but they were not 
proposing that the University should engage in bashing institutions at a 
lower level. Also, if the statements in the preamble seemed to be somewhat 
arbitrary and strongly worded, it was only a reflection of the anger and 
dissatisfaction of the students with what was going on and they wanted 
something concrete to be done. One thing that they wanted was that the 
lower levels of education in the Province be made aware of the fact that the 
University was not happy with their performance and that it was up to them 
to really get their act together. 


It was agreed that the Resolution in-document US-81-10-D3 be discussed 
and voted on, item by item. 


The mover and seconder of the motion accepted a suggestion that item a) of 
the Resolution be changed to read - "Concordia University, through its 

contacts with the Education Ministry and organizations such as the Council 
of University Rectors and Principals of Quebec (CREPUQ) and the Quebec 


Council of Universities, express its deep concern for the principle of student 
literacy and its active pursuit in the whole education system". 


It was suggested that a statement be added to the effect that "this University 
express its willingness to collaborate in the development of improvement 
material". 


It was stated that the substance of the document really started with item b) of 
the Resolution and it was suggested that the preamble and item a) be deleted 
and replaced by a single clause to the effect that "Whereas basic literacy 
skills are essential to the credibility of the University degree, be it resolved 
that It was further stated that if we implement the literacy test as proposed in 
item b), the message to all other institutions would be very clear in the 
Calendar and other promotional material that the University puts out. It was 
also argued that we were muddying up a good case with an awful lot of 
other issues and we should get to the substance of the proposal which really 
begins with item b). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RUSSELL, SECONDED 
BY DEAN TADDEO, THAT THE PREAMBLE AND ITEM a) IN THE 
RESOLUTION, (PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-81-10-D3), BE DELETED 
AND REPLACED BY "WHEREAS, BASIC LITERACY SKILLS ARE 
ESSENTIAL TO THE CREDIBILITY OF A UNIVERSITY DEGREE, BE 
IT RESOLVED THAT,:" - 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. Daniel proposed that item b), page 1, document US-81-10-D3, be 
replaced by - "CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY IMPLEMENT A 
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TEST FOR ALL STUDENTS, WITH THE 
EXCEPTION OF STUDENTS WHO MUST PASS A LANGUAGE TEST 
AS A REQUIREMENT FOR ADMISSION. STUDENTS MAY TAKE A 
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TEST IN ENGLISH OR FRENCH OR 
BOTH. PASSING THE TEST IN ONE LANGUAGE SHALL BE A 
CONDITION OF GRADUATION BUT NOT OF ADMISSION. THESE 
TESTS SHALL BE SCHEDULED REGULARLY THREE TIMES A 
YEAR AND WILL BE MARKED ON A PASS/FAIL BASIS. TEST 
RESULTS WILL NOT BE RECORDED ON THE STUDENT'S 
TRANSCRIPT NOR COMMUNICATED TO ANY OTHER PARTY. 
THIS CONDITION OF GRADUATION WILL BE CLEARLY 
INDICATED TO ALL STUDENTS APPLYING FOR ADMISSION." 


It was argued that it would not be sufficient to simply have a statement in 
the Calendar that the passing of a language proficiency test was a graduation 
requirement and it was suggested that the statement should be inserted 
somewhere on the admission form, so that students, when they sign the 
admission form, would be aware of that condition. 


It was agreed that the last sentence in the resolution suggested by Dr. 
Daniel, be changed to - "THIS CONDITION OF GRADUATION WILL 
BE CLEARLY INDICATED ON THE ADMISSION FORM." 


It was stated that the proposed amendment was phrased in fairly general 
terms and the intention was that if that amendment were to win the support 
of Senate, the next stage would be to come back to Senate with a much 
more detailed implementation plan which describes the feasibility, cost, 
deadlines, timing, etc., etc., including some of the issues which are raised 
in the rest of the document. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT ITEM b), PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-81-10-D3, BE WITHDRAWN AND REPLACED BY 
DR. DANIEL'S PROPOSED RESOLUTION, AS CHANGED. 


It was stated that the resolution as it stands has certain academic 
implications, particularly with respect to the graduation requirements in each 
Faculty and it was argued that the Faculties should have an opportunity to 
express their opinions on this issue. It was also argued that if the passing of 
a literacy test was going to be a graduation requirement, the results of that 
test should be ‘indicated on the student's transcript. To do otherwise, would 
be analogous to not recording on the transcript the fact that a student has 
taken a particular course and has failed it. 


It was argued that if the problem of literacy was as bad as we say it is and if 
the tests were going to be really meaningful, Senate, at graduation time, 
would be faced with hundreds of cases of students who have passing 
grades in all their courses, but will be unable to obtain their degrees because 
they have not passed a literacy test. Senate should face that issue now. 


It was stated that there were two terms that appeared in the document, 
"literacy" and "language proficiency" and we have not made it clear that 
what we were testing for was competence in written expression, which was 
the only aspect of literacy that we were going to be concerned with. It was 
argued that that should be made quite clear at the beginning of the 
document. 


Again concern was expressed over the idea of making the passing of a 
literacy test a condition of graduation, without first giving the Faculty 
Councils an opportunity to consider the matter and it was argued that Senate 
should not make any changes in graduation requirements before hearing 
from the Faculty Councils. That is, one was opposed in principle to the idea 
of making changes in the graduation requirements without first consulting 
the Faculty Councils. 


It was explained that there was certainly no intention to try to railroad the 
whole package through Senate in one day, without consulting the Faculty 
Councils. It was further stated that previous motions on this topic seemed to 
be characterized by certain evasions, whereas, it was hoped the proposed 
resolution was at least clear and for Faculty Councils to react to this, they 
have to have something clear to react to. 


It was agreed that the phrase "a language proficiency test" in the first two 
sentences of the proposed resolution, be changed to "TESTS OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION". 


In response to the concern expressed over the problems that Senate would 
have to resolve concerning graduating students who have not passed the 
test, it was explained that it was precisely for that reason that flexibility was 
built into the complex mechanisms spelled out in sections 1), ii), and i111), of 
item c), document US-81-10-D3. 


Responding to a question concerning consultation with the Faculty 
Councils, Dr. Breen advised that it was his understanding that we were 
attempting to put together a document that would clearly articulate Senate's 
thinking vis-a-vis the tests of competence in written expression. Once we 
have that document, it would be sent to the Faculty Councils for input, and 
it would then come back to Senate for final ratification. 


It was suggested that it would also be useful to invite the Faculty Councils 
to make such comments as they see fit, concerning the implementation 
process. 


In response to various comments to the effect that there has been little or no 
action with respect to the problem of competence in written expression, it 
was pointed out that very shortly after the whole discussion on the matter 
started at Senate, some three or four years ago, there was action taken by 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science which introduced, as a 
required part of the Engineering programme, a course in technical literature. 
The purpose of the course was to introduce engineering students to the 
particular styles of writing in use by engineers and also to improve the 
students’ written expression. The debate would have to be reopened-at the 
Faculty Council with respect to Computer Science students, because when 
the course was approved by Council, Computer Science was not part of the 
Faculty of Engineering. Again it was emphasized that the technical literature 
course, in terms of what the Engineering Faculty Council passed some 
years ago, was the graduation requirement and it was stated that as such, it 
was quite possible that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council would maintain this position and say that there will be no other test. 


Dr. Breen advised that two views have been expressed with respect to the 
status of the resolution now on the floor of Senate, if it was passed. The 
first was that if the resolution proposed by Dr. Daniel was approved, it must 
then go to the Faculty Councils for discussion and at a subsequent meeting 
of Senate we would finalize our commitment to it. The other view was that 
if the resolution was passed, Senate will have accepted it in principle and it 
would then merely be a question of Faculty Councils discussing the 
implementation of it. He proposed that Senate opt for the first interpretation, 
that is, that Senate vote on the resolution with the understanding that it must 
be ratified subsequently after discussions by Faculty Councils. This means 
that it was possible that in the light of discussions at Faculty Councils, the 
resolution could be changed dramatically at a subsequent meeting of Senate. 


It was suggested that the resolution be tabled until Faculty Councils have 
had an opportunity to debate it. It was stated that one would be opposed to 
the idea of asking the Faculty Council to ratify something that one was quite 
certain that the Faculty would not like and would be opposed to and in spite 
of the assurance that has been given that there was grass root support for the 
proposal, one has not heard any discussion on the matter, either among 
faculty members or students, leastwise not in the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION BE TABLED AND REFERRED TO 
FACULTY COUNCILS AND THAT IT BE SUBSEQUENTLY 
DISCUSSED AT THE JANUARY MEETING OF SENATE. 


A certain confusion arose over the question of what exactly was being 
tabled, i.e., the complete document, (US-81-10-D3), or only the resolution 
proposed by Dr. Daniel. 


THE CHAIR RULED THAT WHAT WAS BEING TABLED WAS THE 
RESOLUTION PUT FORWARD BY DR. DANIEL. 


On a point of order, it was stated the resolution proposed by Dr. Daniel was 
accepted by the mover and seconder as a replacement for item b) and 
consequently it was now a part of the main motion that was on the floor. It 
was argued that it was improper to table a part of a motion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE RULING OF THE CHAIR BE CHALLENGED. 


AS A RESULT OF THE VOTE, THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS 
UPHELD. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE THE RESOLUTION WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS NOT CARRIED. 


Dr. Breen explained that what Senate was dealing with at the moment was 
the resolution put forward by Dr. Daniel. Once Senate has voted on this 
section of the document, we would proceed to deal with and vote on, the 
remaining sections of document US-81-10-D3, item by item. When that 
process was completed, Senators would have an opportunity to vote on the 
entire package. 


THE RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY DR. DANIEL, AS CHANGED, 
WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Senate proceeded to consider item c), document US-81-10-D3. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. XISTRIS, THAT THE GRADUATION REQUIREMENT OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION BE SATISFIED BY THE 
TECHNICAL LITERATURE COURSE IN THE FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE. 


It was argued that the amendment, if approved, might lead to a situation 
whereby different disciplines in the University might institute their own 
tests or courses which might equip their own students with the proper 
"Jargonese" for those disciplines, but which, at the same time, might not 
have any specific relationship to written expression in English. It was 
suggested that Senate should discuss the situation in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, in the light of the input from other 
Faculty Councils when the matter is again discussed at the January 1982 
Senate meeting. 


It was suggested that Senate should give some thought to the possibility of 
allowing a remedial English course, which a student chooses to take, and in 
which a minimum grade, to be determined by Senate, is attained, to be 
considered as being equivalent to passing the test of competence in written 
expression. That is, should students be required to write and rewrite the 
same test over and over, it these students have elected to take a particular 
course and pass .it at a certain level, perhaps. with a "C" grade? 


It was stated that one's understanding of the feeling of Senate was that the 
document presented by the students, (document US-81-10-D3), should not 
be the one which would be referred to the Faculty Councils for discussion 
and consideration. Rather, what Senate was attempting to do was to 
approve a text which would then be sent to the Faculty Councils. It was 
pointed out, in fact, that the refusal to table a part of, or the whole of the 
motion, was an indication that Senate wanted to deal with and rewrite the 
whole document, which would then be sent to Faculty Councils. Senate 
would consider the matter again in January, when Faculty Council 
responses have been received. 


The mover of the amendment advised that he was prepared to withdraw his 
amendment, provided that the understanding expressed above was correct. 


Dr. Breen advised that the understanding expressed above was correct. 


The seconder of the amendment stated that the Faculty of Engineering dealt 
with this problem at length three or four years ago. Also, while in principle 
he supported the resolution which Senate was attempting to pass, he saw no 
possibility of the University implementing any of the items contained in the 
resolution, because of the costs that would be involved. That is, Senate was 
going to spend an awful lot of time discussing the issues and formulating 
nicely worded resolutions, but at the end of the process nothing would be 
implemented. Consequently, as seconder, he would not agree to 
withdrawing the amendment. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE AMENDMENT BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS CARRIED. 


Discussion continued on Section c), document US-81-10-D3. 


It was suggested that Section c), item i) be changed to read - "Students 
failing the test be advised to enrol in a course chosen from a pool of courses 
related to their discipline, for which they will receive credit. Students who 
pass the course will be exempted from the examination of the test required 
for graduation". 


Dr. Daniel proposed that Section c), item 1), ii) and iii), document 
US-81-10-D3, be replaced by: 


STUDENTS FAILING THE TEST HAVE THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS: 


1) TO TAKE A LANGUAGE COURSE CHOSEN FROM AN 
IDENTIFIED LIST OF COURSES. PASSING ONE OF 
THESE COURSES WILL BE CONSIDERED 
EQUIVALENT TO PASSING THE TEST OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION; 


ii) TO TAKE A REMEDIAL LANGUAGE TUTORIAL 
WHICH WOULD NOT BE VALID FOR CREDIT; 


iil) TO DO REMEDIAL WORK ON THEIR OWN IN 
PREPARATION FOR TAKING THE TEST OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION AGAIN. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT SECTION c), 
DOCUMENT US-81-10-D3, BE REPLACED BY THE RESOLUTION 
PROPOSED BY DR. DANIEL. 


As an alternative to requiring all students to take and pass a test of 
competence in written expression, it was suggested that students who opt to 
take one of the courses from the list of identified courses and who pass that 
course with perhaps a 11CIT grade, should be exempt from taking the test 
of competence in written expression. 


During the discussion the following suggested changes to Dr. Daniel's 
proposed resolution, were agreed to: 


- THAT THE WORD "LANGUAGE" BE DELETED FROM 
ITEMS i) AND 11); 


: THAT THE PHRASE "AT A PRE-DETERMINED LEVEL" 
BE INSERTED INTO THE SECOND SENTENCE, IN 
ITEM i): 


- THAT THE PHRASE "IN PREPARATION FOR TAKING 
THE TEST OF COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION AGAIN", BE ADDED AT THE END OF 
ITEM 11); 


81-10-9 


81-10-10 


THE RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY DR. DANIEL, AS CHANGED, 
WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY MS. WILDE, 
THAT THE REMAINING ITEMS IN DOCUMENT US-81-10-D3, BE 
TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was pointed out that an earlier Report on Competence in Written 
Expression was approved "in principle" by Senate on December 19, 1980. 
That was an excellent document (US-80-13-D3), and one which contained 
just about every proposal that has been made so far on the subject matter 
and Senators were urged to dig a copy of the document out of their files or 
get a copy from the Secretary, prior to the next discussion at the January, 
1982, Senate meeting. 


It was suggested that a copy of document US-80-13-D3, should also be 
forwarded to Faculty Councils, along with the two resolutions which have 
just been passed by Senate. 


Student Eligibility Regulations 


It was pointed out that a resolution concerning proposed changes to the 
Student Eligibility Regulations had been circulated by the student Senators 
at the beginning of the meeting in the hope that it could be discussed and 
voted on at today's meeting. 


Dr. Breen advised that it would be extremely difficult for Senate to discuss 
the proposed amendments in the absence of a copy of the actual document 
that was to be changed. Consequently, he would accept the proposed 
amendments as a notice of motion 'for consideration at the next Senate 
meeting. 


It was explained that there was a conflict between the CUFA constitution 
and the Student Eligibility Regulations which had a direct bearing on the 
membership of one of the student representatives on Senate and it was 
hoped that if nothing else, Senate would give some consideration today 
towards allowing the particular representative to sit as a member of Senate 
until the matter has been resolved. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the question had been brought up at the Steering 
Committee meeting and it was Steering Committee's understanding that 
appropriate documentation would be prepared and presented at the 
December meeting of Senate. He explained that what was referred to in the 
proposed amendments was a set of regulations on student eligibility to sit on 
Senate and various other University bodies, which-Senate passed some five 
or six years ago and which at that time, was the result of about two years 
worth of consideration. Those regulations were still in effect and in his 
opinion they were not contradicted by any other decisions that have been 
taken subsequently. He further stated that in his opinion it would be quite 
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impossible for Senators even to grasp what the issue was all about without 
having a copy of the documents in question in response to a question 
concerning the particular student's eligibility to sit as- a-member of Senate, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that under the Eligibility Regulations as passed by 
Senate, the student is not presently eligible for membership on Senate, nor 
was he eligible in the first place, as was-the case with respect to students in 
like categories in past years. To allow such a person to sit on Senate, Senate 
in effect, would have to create an ad hoc exemption to the rule that has been 
continuously in effect. 


It was agreed that the matter be considered at the December meeting of 
Senate. 


Question Period (cont'd.) 


Dr. O'Brien responded to a number of questions concerning reactions to 
Concordia's case for more funding; the possibility of tuition fee increases; 
the projected long range deficit and the University's position vis-a-vis 
further budgetary cuts; the establishment of financial and academic priorities 
for Concordia; Concordia's public stance with respect to the whole question 
of funding; and contingency planning for what will happen in the event that 
we do not receive enough money through an adjustment of grants to resolve 
our problems. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held on Friday, 
December 18, 1981, in the Conference Room, Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal. The actual time of the meeting was yet to be decided by 
the Steering Committee. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


